
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT REPORT 
 

MEETING DATE: 5/3/2006  ITEM NO. ACTION REQUESTED: Zoning Ordinance Variance
    
 

SUBJECT Barciz Residence 
(4-BA-2006) 
 

REQUEST Request to approve a variance from Article V. Section 5.504.E.2.a. 
regarding side yard setbacks. 
 

OWNER Andrew Barciz 
602-509-5925 
 

APPLICANT CONTACT Andrew Barciz 
602-509-5925 
 

LOCATION 7412 E Princeton Avenue 
 

CODE ENFORCEMENT 
ACTIVITY 

No Code Enforcement activity has occurred on this case. 

PUBLIC COMMENT Neighboring properties have been notified of the Applicant’s request. 
There have been no inquires to City staff regarding the case. No 
homeowners’ association exists in the neighborhood. 
 

ZONE The site is zoned R1-7 (Single-Family Residential District).  The 
district is intended to promote and preserve single-family residential 
development on lots of 7,000 square feet or larger. The district has the 
second highest density of the City’s single-family districts. The 
minimum lot width for the district is 70 feet. 
 

ZONING/DEVELOPMENT 
CONTEXT 

The site is located within the 88-lot Cavalier Vista Unit Four – A 
residential subdivision, approved December 24, 1958. Surrounding 
uses include: 
 
North:             A sixteen (16) foot alley directly adjacent to the 

northern property line of the lot and a single-family 
residence, zoned R1-7, in the Cavalier Vista Unit Four 
– A subdivision further north. 

 
East:  A single-family residence, zoned R1-7, abuts the 

subject lot on the east. The residence on the adjacent 
lot is approximately seven (7) from the property line. 

 
South:  Princeton Avenue directly abuts the property to the 

south with another R1-7 zoned single-family residence 
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south of Princeton. 
 
West:   A sixteen (16) foot alley directly adjacent the western 

property line of the lot and a single-family residence, 
zoned R1-7, in the same subdivision further west. 

 

ORDINANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Article V, Section 5.504.E.2.a. states, “There shall be a side yard on 
each side of the building having an aggregate width of not less than 
fourteen (14) feet, provided, however, the minimum side yard shall not 
be less than five (5) in width.” 
 

DISCUSSION The requested variance is for a reduction in the minimum side yard 
setback from 5 feet to 2.5 feet and a reduction in the required 
aggregate side yard width from 14 feet to 7.5 feet. The requested 
variance would allow the construction of a new attached garage on the 
site. 
 
Cavalier Vista Unit Four - A residential subdivision was approved in 
late1958 and was annexed into the City in 1965.  Upon annexation 
and inclusion into the City’s R1-7 District, this and other lots in the 
subdivision plat did not meet minimum lot area, minimum lot width, 
minimum aggregate setback requirements and minimum distance 
between adjoining buildings. No background information has indicated 
that amended development standards have been applied to this plat.  
It appears that 5 foot side yards exist throughout the subdivision and 
that the City’s R1-7 district zoning was applied to the area following 
annexation. This house and many other houses in the neighborhood 
are non-conforming with regard to side yard setbacks. 
 

FINDINGS 1. That there are special circumstances applying to the property 
referred to in the application which do not apply to other 
properties in the District.  The special circumstances must 
relate to the size, shape, topography, location or 
surroundings of the property at the above address:    
 
The Applicant indicates that the sub-standard size and width of the 
lot create a special circumstance on the property. The Applicant 
states that the smaller than required width of the lot, 65.48 feet 
versus 70 feet, limits the ability to develop this lot compared to the 
requirements of the R1-7 District. Also, the lot’s 6,172 square foot 
area does not meet the minimum lot size requirement of the R1-7 
district, which is 7,000 square feet. The established building 
setback line, which currently extends to 2.5 feet off the property 
line, would not be encroached upon by the proposed garage 
addition at the front of the residence.  
 
This and a majority of the lots within the subdivision do not meet 
the minimum lot size requirement of the R1-7 zoning district. In 
addition, this lot is one of 23 in the subdivision that do not meet the 
minimum width standards as required by the R1-7 district. 
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2.  That the authorizing of the variance is necessary for the 
preservation of the privileges and rights enjoyed by other 
properties within the same zoning classification and zoning 
district:  
 
The Applicant states that the proposed addition will allow the 
owner to expand the home similar to that of several other homes in 
the neighborhood. The Applicant also notes that the house’s 
current size of 1,500 square feet is inadequate for his new and 
extending family. Also, due to the width of the lot being only a little 
over 65 feet, other standard sized R1-7 lots have greater lot widths 
for development. Furthermore, the Applicant has noted that due to 
the lot’s relatively small size, there is very little room to store items 
and to expand living space. 
 
Several homes in the area have expanded their living spaces and 
enclosed carports or built garages similar to the proposal by the 
Applicant. As noted above, the lot is smaller than is required by 
current R1-7 standards in both lot area and lot width. Alternatively, 
the Applicant could build an open carport structure attached to the 
existing building or a smaller garage without the need for a 
variance. A carport structure would be allowed to be constructed 
on the property line. 
 

3.  That special circumstances were not created by the owner or 
applicant:  
 
The Applicant noted that the current home was built in 1959 in the 
County under standards that are non-conforming with the current 
City R1-7 standards. The City applied these standards after 
annexation of the existing homes, which inappropriately burdens 
future property owners with regards to upgrading of their property. 
 
The current R1-7 standards of a 14-foot aggregate side yard width 
and minimum 5-foot side yard widths were not in effect at the time 
the home was built. The area of this subdivision and other areas 
surrounding it were annexed into the City on 11/2/1965, several 
years after most of the homes in the area were built. The proposed 
garage could be replaced with a smaller garage or carport without 
the need for a variance. 
 

4.  That the authorizing of the application will not be materially 
detrimental to persons residing or working in the vicinity, to 
adjacent property, to the neighborhood, or the public welfare 
in general:  

 
The Applicant states that while preparing for the proposed 
expansion of livable space for the residence and garage addition 
he has taken into account the neighborhood and its current style. 
To that end, the Applicant has attempted to duplicate the existing 
design and style of the home on the property and those in the 
surrounding neighborhood. The Applicant indicates that the 
proposed variance would be on the side of the property that abuts 
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